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Programs for multicultural, nonsexist, and handicap awareness share a number of 
common characteristics and goals. All three focus on diminishing the stereotypes of their 
respective groups and on increasing their power. Their goals are to enhance academic 
performance and general student competence and to improve interaction among diverse 
groups of students, enabling these students to work together for a future they all share. 
DEFINITIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 
Smith (1983) explore,s the similarities and intertwinings of the "isms" (racism, sexism, 
heterosexism) as a productive way of examining prejudice and showing how systems of 
oppression interconnect. Holding negative stereotypes of low-income people and of hand-
icapped groups can fittingly be added to Smith's list. These minorities constitute political 
categories representing persons who, for no reason other than some biological, physical 
(ethnocultural or social-psychological) difference, are negated, denied, discriminated 
against, and oppressed (Tinney, 1983). 
These groups are defined as minorities not because they are few in numbers (for 
example, females in fact outnumber males), but because they are politically excluded 
from proportionate roles and responsibilities in the major institutions of power. Too, they 
receive less than their share of goods, services, values, rewards, power, prestige, and 
prerogatives (Tinney, I 983). All are groups that majority, or dominant, groups define as 
deviant, difficult, inferior, or wrong (Lorde, 1983). Ogbu (1974) uses the term "subordi-
nate subgroups" to describe oppressed minorities. 
Belief in the inherent superiority of one pattern over others justifies the powerful 
group's right to dominance (Lorde, 1983). Competence, then, is not so much a matter 
of individual ability as it is a matter of who has the power (such as public school teachers) 
to define and judge competence (Burnett,) 976). Cultural attributes are determined by 
dominant classes in a capitalist society and ~re transmitted differentially to school children, 
reproducing in school the inequitable power relations characteristic of the larger society 
(Giroux, 1983). In fact, Berman (1984) asserts, school may be the most visible arena in 
which capitalist hegemony is disseminated to a captured clientele. Thus, the public school, 
being a mechanism for cultural transmission, is boundary maintaining rather than boundary 
breaking, in structuring ranked social groups (Singleton, 1974). 
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Forms of Discrimination 
Tinney ( 1983) has distinguished three different levels of 
discrimination: institutional, collective, and individual. In-
stitutional discrimination prevents equal participation in as-
sociations or the bestowal of equal benefits by those associ-
ations. Institutional discrimination (i.e., educational, social, 
legal) has been rampant regarding handicapped individuals. 
Until 1975, handicapped children could be legally excluded 
from the public school-an institution requiring mandatory 
attendance for nonhandicapped individuals. Laws requiring 
involuntary sterilization or incarceration of handicapped 
people were in effect in most states during this century. 
Rights to sexual behavior, marriage, and parenthood have 
been denied handicapped people simply because they had 
been classified as handicapped. 
Regarding present policies, McKnight (1982), for exam-
ple, questions the existence of a "disorder" with learning 
disabled students, claiming that the label is instead an effort 
to justify the school's failure to educate a segment of the 
school population. Similarly, rights of racial or ethnic 
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minorities related to schooling, as well as other domains of 
life, have been-and in many ways still are-restricted. 
Thus, "Rights have been and remain the prerogative of only 
one group consistently." (Tinney, 1983, p. 5). 
Collective discrimination refers to "those discriminations 
which result from collective norms, values, and mores that 
work within society to legitimize oppressions" (Tinney, 
1983, p. 5). For example, there is a general, or collective, 
denial of minority culture. White, Anglo-Saxon, middle-
class values predominate in school, and cultural traditions 
of minority groups are perceived as obstructions. Minority 
students are expected to renounce the unique aspects of 
themselves and assimilate to the dominant culture in school. 
Most school evaluation systems are set up so that only one 
group-academically-advanced students-can really suc-
ceed. Collective (i.e., normed), very limited interpretations 
exist regarding intelligence, achievement, and success in 
school, and these interpretations favor the dominant 
majority. 
Individual discrimination, or personal prejudice, based 
on stereotypes and misinformation is the easiest form of 
discrimination to notice and combat, in Tinney's (1983) 
opinion. Perhaps most of the present effort to eradicate 
discrimination focuses on individual discrimination in the 
form of multicultural, nonsexist, and handicap-sensitive 
teacher training. 
Discrimination in Education 
Among the most pressing challenges of public education 
is to provide quality education to children of various personal 
characteristics in integrated settings. Oden (1976) contends 
that school desegregation and mainstreaming are the most 
urgent moral imperatives facing the American people. In 
addition to between-school segregation, such as racial segre-
gation, attention has been focused on within-school segrega-
tion, such as tracking students according to ability or provid-
ing separate special education services. 
Numerous books on the subject of racial desegregation 
have been published in the past decade (e.g., Crain, Mahard, 
& Narot, 1982; Orfield, 1978; Patchen, 1982; Rist, 1979; 
St. John, 1975; Schofield, 1982). At the same time, 
mainstreaming of handicapped children has been the focus 
of attention of many special educators (e.g., Gottlieb, 1982; 
Jones & Wilderson, 1976; MacMillan, 1976; Polloway, 
1984). Although social class desegregation has not been a 
widely acknowledged goal, many have written about the 
influence of social class membership on schooling (e.g., 
Anyon, 1980; Apple, 1982; Bowles & Gintis, 1976; 
Brantlinger, 1985a; Jenks, 1972; Lightfoot, 1981; Sieber, 
1982). Social class segregation in education, in fact, is in-
timately and intricately related to racial segregation, special 
class segregation, and tracking segregation. 
Intelligence and Achievement Scores 
It has long been documented that low-income and minority 
students' IQ and achievement scores are lower than high-in-
come and majority children. Ramey and Campbell (1979) 
claim that social class has a pronounced effect on scores on 
developmental tests. Children of higher socioeconomic 
classes show progressive gains in their rate of development 
beginning in infancy, while lower SES children show prog-
ressive decline relative to norms. In a study of approximately 
26,000 black and white 4-year-olds, Broman, Nichols, and 
Kennedy (1975) found that SES was the best single predictor 
of IQ. Kushlick and Blunder (1974) claim that the relation-
ship between social class and retardation is so strong that 
no parents of higher socioeconomic groups have children 
with IQs of less than 80 unless they have a pathological 
condition, as demonstrated cross-culturally by a series of 
epidemiological studies. Mare (1981) projects that the de-
pendence of educational attainment on social origins will 
continue to increase. 
Racial and ethnic status are similarly correlated with 
achievement and cognitive measures. Yet, Levine, Kukuk, 
and Meyer ( 1979) wrote that the correlation of race and 
achievement does not mean that racial composition is inde-
pendently related to achievement apart from SES. Results 
of their analysis indicated that racial composition generally 
added nothing to the prediction. Thus, when SES is con-
trolled, racial differences in test results tend to disappear. 
Even when IQ is held constant, achievement scores fluc-
tuate according to race and social class. Gordon (1976) 
reported on a study involving 1,102 Chicago-area fifth and 
sixth graders who were aggregated into seven cohorts of 
approximately equal IQ scores (95-104. 9); whites scored 
higher on achievement tests than blacks of the same sex and 
race. Gordon concluded that "overachievement" and "under-
achievement" among children with similar IQ scores were 
consistently related to race and class. 
Placement and Services 
Proportionately more blacks and other minority children 
are placed in special classes (Anderson & Anderson, 1983; 
Argulewicz, 1983; Educational Testing Service, 1980; Ford, 
Mongon, & Whelan, 1982; Pink, 1982; Polloway & Smith, 
1983; Ysseldyke, Algozzine, & Richey, 1982). Linguisti-
cally different children are even more disproportionately 
represented (Aguirre, 1979; Argulewicz, 1983; Bernal, 
1983; Ochoa, Pacheco, & Omark, 1983; Wright & Santa 
Cruz, 1983). Bernal (1983) maintains that many "normal" 
LEP (Limited-English proficient) children are placed in 
special classes in systems that have resisted bilingual prog-
ramming. Gerber (1984) expressed concern about erroneous 
classification and inequitable treatment of children labeled 
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as handicapped in the educational system. Algozzine, Yssel-
dyke, and Christenson (1983) found that between 1977 and 
1980 the rate of new cases of children referred and placed 
with special education services (i.e., incidence) increased 
at a rate of 3% per year. 
Moran ( 1984) recommends that special, remedial, and 
compensatory education join together to claim a place for 
low achievers in the mainstream. She feels that separate 
administrations, teachers, materials, and accountability 
work against chances of integration. Gardner (1982) con-
curs, stating that special education has been diverting too 
much staff time toward determining which category of ex-
ceptionality is appropriate to serve low-achieving students. 
Special education has been perceived as a special case of 
tracking (Madden & Slavin, 1983). Parents tend to accept 
professional judgment as legitimate authority and assume 
they are doing what is best for their children. Parents of 
children in lower tracks have been led to believe that their 
children are less capable and less intelligent than other chil-
dren. Drummond (1982) maintains that to suggest that a 
handicap, such as mental illness, resides solely within the 
individual is the power elite's lie. Oden (1976) states that 
special education in isolation is a vicious form of segregation 
with negative effects on children. Such a statement sounds 
remarkably similar to one made by Charles .Sumner before 
the Massachusetts Supreme Court in 1849: "Segregation 
injures the child who is white as well as the minority child 
... their hearts, while yet tender with childhood, are neces-
sarily hardened by this conduct, and their subsequent lives, 
perhaps, bear enduring testimony to this legalized uncharit-
ableness" (Harris, 1978, p. 53). 
In accordance with most desegregation and mainstreaming 
ideologies, the position taken in this article is that inclusion 
of diverse children in schools and classrooms is desirable. 
Like Crosland (1974), we argue for a sense of community 
and social cohesion that may result in a nation composed 
of people who understand and care about each other. 
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR INSTRUCTION 
OF HETEROGENEOUS GROUPS 
Class Size 
Glass ( 1980) recommends that federal funds be spent for 
extra teachers to reduce teacher/pupil ratios and permit 
mixed groupings of high, average, and low achievers in 
smaller classes instead of segregating special education stu-
dents for special •Services. Clark, Lotto, and McCarthy 
(1980) summarized research on urban schools, and among 
their recommendations was to reduce teacher/pupil ratios. 
But Longo (1982) cautions that merely reducing class size 
will not necessarily improve the academic rate oflow achiev-
ers. Other facilitating strategies have to be adopted. 
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Individualized Instruction 
According to Longo (1982), differentiated or indi-
vidualized instruction is a necessary strategy for teaching 
diverse groups. His plan for integration is to: (1) retrain and 
reorient teachers and administrators; (2) provide direct sup-
port to teachers as they initiate integration; (3) allow long-
term planning by building teams; and (4) encourage a variety 
of instructional mechanisms and environments (pp. 164, 
176). 
Similarly, Wang (1976) developed the Individually Pre-
scribed Instruction program, which allows students choices 
of time and sequence for doing prescribed activities indepen-
dently. A later report (Reynolds & Wang, 1983) described 
the Adaptive Leaming Environment Model (ALEM), based 
on a systems approach to program development. ALEM 
includes a highly structured, hierarchically organized pre-
scriptive environment, maximization of use of time and 
classroom resources, multi-age grouping and instructional 
teaming support systems, a systematic staff development 
program, and a family participation component. Wang's 
approach is consistent with reviews of work on instructional 
effectiveness by Brophy (1982), Rosenshine and Berliner 
(1978), and Rosenshine (1979), all of whom advocate a 
structured environment in which students are actively en-
gaged in mastering correctly sequenced basic academic 
skills. 
In contrast to Wang, who recommends pupil choice, 
Rouck's (1980) strategies, while centering on individualized 
assignments, suggest that low SES students learn more when 
activities are at a low level of complexity without pupil 
initiative. These suggestions are open to criticisms of 
stereotyping and oversimplification of curriculum for low-
achieving, low-income children, which Meier (1984) claims 
is a recent trend among some educators. 
Multidimensional Classrooms 
Meier (1982) contends that schools should acknowledge 
a broad conception of human intelligence. Similarly, 
Rosenholtz and Wilson ( 1980) and Rosenholtz and Simpson 
(1984) stress the likely negative impact of "unidimensional 
classrooms" that narrowly define academic abilities and have 
a tendency to increase the amount of social stratification 
within them. By assigning uniform tasks in which peers can 
judge performance superiority, the effect is to produce in-
equality among students' perceptions of their own and 
others' abilities. Rosenholtz contends that students' feelings 
about school are closely associated with their academic abil-
ity levels and suggests that classrooms be organized in a 
multidimensional manner in which a number of attributes 
are valued and students select from a wide variety of tasks. 
Judgments about performance superiority are more difficult 
and less likely as tasks become more varied. 
Wang ( 1981) might concur with Rosenholtz' s hypothesis, 
claiming that in a class with a wide continuum of academic 
and social learning goals, a student is less likely to develop 
perceptions of exception or failure. Jencks (1972), too, stres-
ses the importance of diversity and choice. Roper and Roper 
(1979) suggest shifting more courses to an elective basis. 
Meier ( 1982) recommends that methods be used to stimulate 
curiosity and widen visions. Activities must be perceived 
as purposeful by the learner (Jencks, 1972). Hendricks 
( 1981), in The Centered Teacher, suggests a variety of "non-
academic" activities, such as learning about feelings, build-
ing responsibility, and increasing self-awareness, to broaden 
the curriculum. 
Student Self-Management 
Students adept in self-management are able to discover 
independently how to use previously learned concepts to 
solve problems without much teacher assistance (Pines & 
Julian, 1972). Wang and Lindvall (1984) claim that students' 
sense of personal control affects classroom behavior and the 
learning process. They believe that students' feelings can 
be modified through instructional intervention including stu-
dents' opportunity to select activities from a choice of learn-
ing options. Wang (1976) emphasizes the importance of 
pupil choice in increasing the completion of work. Hollins 
( 1982) suggests fostering leadership among pupils by en-
couraging children to think for themselves and take charge 
of their own destinies and helping students see the relation-
ship between instructional content and personal aspirations. 
Individualized Incentives and Goal Structures 
Attribution theories postulate that students use informa-
tion to arrive at causal ascriptions for outcomes primarily 
in terms of ability, effort, task difficulty, and luck (Weiner, 
1979). Of these, effort is the only factor under students' 
volitional control amenable to change. If students believe 
that increased effort will result in success, they persist longer 
at a task and increase their level of performance. In contrast, 
individuals who find themselves unable to control aversive 
stimuli (i.e., negative evaluation) perceive themselves as 
helpless. Weiner maintains that classroom situational factors 
affect subsequent student behaviors (i.e., persistence, cog-
nitions of success or failure, expectancies for future 
learning). 
Under competitive conditions, Ames and Ames (1981) 
report, students perceive ability as a more salient cause of 
their successes or failures. They maintain that failing stu-
dents are more self-punitive and perceive themselves as less 
capable of competition. On the other hand, a magnified 
positive affect is associated with success for successful stu-
dents. Ames and Ames recommend individual goal-setting 
and contract learning in which students and teachers jointly 
develop plans to overcome learning obstacles, thus 
strengthening the effort/performance linkage and promoting 
realistic goal-setting and constructive interpretations of 
failure. 
Monitoring Pupil Progress 
Teachers in effective schools emphasize completion and 
mastery of curricular objectives. They also make efforts to 
monitor and assess students' academic progress (Brookover 
& Lezotte, 1979). 
Personalized Grading 
Crain, Mahard, and Narot (1982) assert: "We subject 
children to a form of competitive grading which we would 
not tolerate for ourselves as adults. Public school is the last 
bastion of cutthroat competition. Teachers grade students, 
but they bitterly resist outside evaluation of their work" (p. 
209). Block (1984) and Nicholls (1979) suggest that the 
motivational aspect of evaluation is more successful if it is 
based on task mastery rather than on social comparison. A 
task mastery grading strategy avoids the informational cues 
of single-dimensional judgments of relative ability found in 
social comparison (i.e., curve or normed) grading. 
The grading done in special education classrooms often 
has been linked to personalized Individual Education Prog-
ram goals and may be negotiated through teacher/pupil con-
tracts. There is no reason why similar strategies cannot be 
implemented in regular heterogeneous classrooms. Per-
sonalized curriculum and grading are likely to result in ex-
periences of school success for pupils which, in turn, are 
likely to result in a cycle of continuing academic achieve-
ment (i.e., prevention of the learned helplessness syndome) 
and vocational or career success (Gottfredson, 1980). 
According to self-worth theory (Covington, 1984), suc-
cess should cause feelings of high self-esteem, especially 
if students perceive their efforts and abilities to be respon-
sible for their achievement, whereas failure causes a sense 
of worthlessness and social disapproval. Ornstein (1978) 
emphasizes the importance of minimizing failure situations 
and nurturing positive self-definitions. Cohen and Lazerson 
(1977) caution, however, that grades be based on objective 
criteria rather than subjectively based on personal charac-
teristics. 
Maximizing Engaged Time 
Academic achievement depends on a high-powered 
academic emphasis in classrooms (Brophy, 1982). Instead 
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of offering a worklike curriculum phrased in businesslike 
terminology ("time on task," "better products"), Block 
· ( 1984) maintains that children prefer play like, voluntary, 
personally meaningful activities. Children seem to better 
concentrate on these types of activities and feel more com-
petent and in control in the classroom. Another method used 
to maximize engaged time is classwide peer tutoring 
(Reynolds & Wang, 1983). 
Opportunity to Respond 
In a recent investigation, Stanley and Greenwood (1983) 
found that a high-achieving group had significantly more 
time for academic response than did low achievers, which 
those authors believe was caused by different instructional 
procedures used with the two levels. They suggest that in-
structional programs and teaching formats be designed to 
engage low-achievers in order to ameliorate below grade 
level achievement deficits. In setting goals for a comprehen-
sive program for responsible citizenship, Brown (1977) em-
phasizes development of a value system compatible with 
principles underlying democratic institutions, as well as de-
velopment of self-esteem to fully participate in civil life. A 
high level of student participation in class activities and 
opportunity to respond are correlated with achievement. 
Opportunity to Learn 
Of hundreds of variables surveyed, aside from home back-
ground, Walberg and Rasher (1979) found that opportunity 
to learn was most closely related to achievement. Opportu-
nity to learn can include hours of instruction, hours of home-
work, cumulative years of study in the subject, and curricular 
emphasis and challenge. Brophy and Good (1974) found 
that teacher communication toward children from lower 
socioeconomic classes and racial and ethnic minority back-
grounds is more likely to be aimed at controlling or managing 
behaviors, while communications to majority middle class 
children are more likely to be relevant to the content or 
skills of instruction. Although the results of expectancy 
studies vary considerably, Taylor (1979) found that teachers' 
interactions with their students in a lab situation varied with 
implanted expectations; more support, challenge, and en-
couragement were given to the high-expectations students. 
Clearly, interaction with minority children should be more 
instructionally oriented and should result in increased oppor-
tunity to learn. 
Continuity between Teaching and Learning Styles 
According to Edgerton ( 1981), "Because we know that 
subcultural differences can be important, we may be lulled 
into the belief that we have adequately taken them into 
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account," but "our knowledge of subcultural factors is so 
inadequate that we can not have provided for differences" 
(p. 320). Witkin, Moore, Goodenough, and Cox (1977) 
maintain that when cognitive styles of students and teachers 
are matched, they view each other more positively and evalu-
ations of students' performances are higher. Most school 
environments reflect a field-independent style (Cohen, 
1969), characterized by an "analytic approach to a stimulus 
context that is reflected in the ability to restructure a percep-
tual field and extract the salient features from the embedded 
context" (Witkin et al., 1977, p. 3). In contrast, a field-de-
pendent cognitive style is represented by a global mode of 
perception manifested by "the inability to separate part of 
a perceptual field from the field as a whole" (Witkin et al., 
1977, p. 4). 
Some minority groups have been described as field-depen-
dent (i.e., blacks, by Shade, 1982; Mexican-Americans, by 
Cohen, 1969). School socialization or acculturation usually 
influences a transition from field-dependent to field-indepen-
dent cognitive style (Berry, 1983). Field-independence is 
associated with Westernization. Although researchers in 
cognitive styles generally assume the position of cultural 
relativism, they search for systematic relationships among 
patterns of abilities and elements of cultural contexts (Berry, 
1983). Nevertheless, success in mainstream school culture 
is associated with field-independent styles. 
Secondary students classified as learning disabled often 
plateau at fourth or fifth grade, a level at which basic skill 
instruction ceases and students move on to a new level of 
cognitive functioning that requires integrating and applying 
what is learned (Sheinker, Sheinker, & Stevens, 1984). 
Sheinker et al. maintain that academic achievement requires 
students to know how to learn rather than just what to learn. 
Gerber (1983), however, suggests that learning disabled 
students are not necessarily strategy-deficient (connoting 
absence of strategy use) but are strategy-inefficient or strat-
egy-inflexible. Deliberately teaching cognitive strategies as-
sociated with improved academic performance has been re-
commended by Peterson and Swing (1982). They suggest 
that teachers can get information about effective learning 
strategies by questioning students about their thought proces-
ses at various times during instruction. 
Using microethnography and context analysis, Mehan 
(1979) studied a class of low-income black and Mexican-
American children in a school in San Diego. He concluded 
that classroom competence involves matters of form as well 
as content. Students must learn the appropriate form in which 
to cast their academic knowledge in school. Competent 
classroom membership involves employing interactional 
skills and abilities such as when, with whom, and where 
they can speak and act. Mehan distinguishes between gen-
eral socialization, which he defines as the interactional and 
symbolic process involved in the transmission of general 
skills and abilities that everyone needs to know to be a 
competent member of a society, and formal education, 
which is concerned with the transmission of specialized 
skills, logical operations, and abstract systems. 
Sullivan ( 1979) differentiates between structural and cul-
tural assimilation, or acculturation. Structural assimilation 
requires the ability to deal with members of other groups 
in instrumental transactions and is necessary for success in 
school. Basically, students share with the school certain 
assumptions about schooling; however, they are able to 
maintain their ethnic or cultural uniqueness. In contrast, 
acculturation requires students to give up their cultural un-
iqueness. 
There are different perspectives . on acculturation. Those 
who take a cultural or cognitive deficit perspective would 
structure the school environment so as to modify the home 
or minority style. Those who adhere to a cultural relativity 
position, and who see cognitive variations as not only accept-
able but valued, often recommend that teaching styles be 
adapted to accommodate minority learners who have unique 
styles. They believe that in a pluralistic, democratic society 
schools should go to the community to discern if a specific 
cultural identify is valued and desired or if acculturation 
and assimilation into the dominant culture is desired (Berry, 
1983). 
In an ethnographic study of a bicultural-bilingual class-
room, Cazden, Carrasco, Maldonado-Guzman, & Erickson 
observed that successful teachers matched their teaching 
with minority pupil styles and adapted their interaction to 
fit local customs. Cazden's conclusion was that effective 
bilingual/bicultural education resulted in better achievement, 
psychic well-being and adjustment to both worlds. Hollins 
( 1982) wrote that Marva Collins' s success in teaching inner-
city black children was attributable to the consistency be-
tween instructional style and interaction patterns commonly 
found in traditional black family settings, friendship groups, 
and religious settings. 
American Indian children that Philips (1982) studied are 
enculturated in their preschool years into modes of organiz-
ing the transmission of verbal messages that are culturally 
different from those of Anglo middle-class children, she 
contends. The difference makes it difficult for them to com-
prehend verbal messages conveyed through schools' Anglo 
middle-class modes of organizing classroom interaction. 
Eventually Native American children don't participate ver-
bally in classroom interactions because the social conditions 
for participation to which they have become accustomed in 
the Indian community are lacking. Philips calls the cultural 
differences "invisible" because school personnel working 
with the American Indian children do not notice them. 
Saville-Troike ( 1978) summarizes the findings of a 
number of studies that have found that visual perception 
and visual memory of Native American children are higher 
than their Anglo age-mates. Sando ( 1973) analyzes how a 
difference in time orientation affects school performance: 
(1) It lowers attendance, particularly when school bus 
schedules are inflexible; (2) it is harder to command chil-
dren's attention according to teacher-designed schedules; 
(3) it lowers scores on timed tests and assignments; and (4) 
American Indian children are unwilling to plan ahead. Sando 
claims, more generally, that the value structure of affluent-
oriented teachers alienates poor children. Their reaction is 
often social withdrawal in and from school. 
Social withdrawal also has been observed by Wax, Dia-
mond, and Gearing (1971), who report that the Sioux who 
do not conform to and adopt the Anglo culture of the school 
experience almost inevitably fail in school and are pushed 
out of school because of subcultural rather than academic 
reasons. Sioux chi1dren who do (marginal1y) succeed in 
school are characterized by their peers as lacking indepen-
dent thought, spontaneity, and creativity-an highly prized 
Sioux traits. Dumont and Wax ( 1969) observed a nonrespon-
siveness in the reservation classroom, which was interpreted 
as the manner in which students protect themselves from 
cultural assault. Indians apparently see education as an 
Anglo intrusion. What is more, they find that the Cherokee 
do not believe that success in school will have an impact 
on the quality and character of their lives on the reservation. 
Fuchs and Havighurst ( 1973) contend that American In-
dian children perceive their subordinate status and thus lose 
self-confidence and deny motivation for school success. 
Those authors found that only 11 % of Bureau of Indian 
Affairs teachers were of Native American ancestry and the 
majority of teachers did not have a good understanding of, 
sensitivity to, and respect for the Indian community. 
Positive and Accepting Climate 
Contrary to the conclusions of the report on educational 
opportunity by Coleman and his colleagues (1969), there is 
evidence that certain classroom environments have a diffe-
rential impact on various students and that they produce 
recognizable patterns of behavior (Forness, Guthrie, & Mac-
Millan, 1982). In England, Rutter, Maugham, Mortimore, 
and Ouston (1979) and Rutter (1983) found a significant 
effect of school on achievement test results in secondary 
schools. Even if a teacher/pupil style match is not possible, 
the creation of a warm, responsive climate in which diverse 
children are valued can be effective. Research indicates that 
low-income pupils are particularly sensitive to school di-
mate (Spady, 1973). 
Teacher socialization style has a powerful impact on chil-
dren's social cognition and reported interpersonal c1assroom 
behavior, especially with younger children (Rohrkemper, 
1984). Students appear to internalize the underlying princi-
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pies of their teacher's strategies for dealing with peers. 
Halperin (1976) also observes that teachers' goals and beliefs 
influence classroom activities, children's behaviors, and 
children's perceptions of school. Certain ideologies produce 
environments that children find anxiety-arousing. 
According to Lightfoot (1983), "Good schools are places 
where students are seen as worthy of respect" (p. 350). 
Crain, Mahard, and Narot (1982) found that respect for 
students was influential in creating a positive school climate. 
Jencks ( l 972) suggested that school life be thought of as 
an end in itself. He observed that some schools are dul1, 
depressing-even terrifying-places, while others are 
lively, comfortable, and reassuring. He recommended that 
children be offered diversity and choice and that schools be 
enjoyable, with children feeling that they are doing some-
thing purposeful. 
Regarding social-psychological environments, Haertel, 
Walberg and Haertel (1979) conclude that learning gains 
are positively associated with student-perceived cohesive-
ness, satisfaction, task difficulty, formality, goal-directed-
ness, and a good material environment, and negatively as-
sociated with frustration, cliques, apathy, and disorganiza-
tion. Walberg and Rasher (1979) add that student involve-
ment in school and student perceptions of democratic prac-
tices are also related to achievement. 
Acceptance of Child's Language 
Among the functions of language are those of serving as 
a symbol and identifier of group membership and as the 
principal medium for mediating and manipulating social 
relationships (Saville-Troike, l 980). Language is unique in 
its dual role as an intrinsic component of culture and as a 
medium through which other aspects of culture, including 
the content of formal education, are expressed and transmit-
ted. Language is an intricate part of selfbood, and the way 
others respond to it affects the child's self-concept and feel-
ings toward others. 
Teachers' perceptions of limited-English proficient chil-
dren or children with minority dialects are often negative. 
Teachers may categoricaily type the child without being 
sensitive to details of the language performance (Williams, 
1976). Labov (1972) has written of the richness, fluency, 
and general competence of speakers of black English. 
Clearly, teachers should learn to appreciate language differ-
ences and make use of them creatively in the classroom. 
Increasing Tolerance for Diverse Students 
Regular class teachers tend to believe that the welfare of 
the larger group is their responsibility. Thus, among problem 
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behaviors, disruptiveness, with the possibility of being "con-
tagious" or having a ripple effect on other students' be-
haviors, is least acceptable because it is perceived as inter-
fering with the general well-being of the group (Safran & 
Safran, 1985). Teachers perhaps can be taught to broaden 
their range of tolerance for behavioral and academic differ-
ences (Oden, 1976). Through preservice or inservice train-
ing, they might also learn more effective behavior manage-
ment strategies. A third possibility is to provide more class-
room support or technical assistance in helping teachers deal 
with problematic behaviors. 
Morton and Hull (1976) described a school where children 
simply were not referred for special education and the prin-
cipal welcomed all. Mitman (1985) found that teachers who 
showed more concern for lower-achieving students tended 
to have more flexible and accurate perceptions of students-
but unfortunately they were rated lower on their quality of 
teaching. Ferree (1985) believes that to know students, 
teachers must be able to put themselves in the student's 
place. 
Handicap Awareness 
Stevens and Allen ( 1984) summarize strategies for impro-
ving attitudes toward handicapped individuals. These in-
clude classroom instruction, role play (disability simula-
tion), increased contact, media presentations, and social 
participation in structured social situations. Salend and 
Kn ops ( 1984) contend that some models tend to instill "well-
meaning but overly sympathetic" views toward handicapped 
people. They recommend a cognitive approach, whereby 
students learn about realistic classroom problems of hand-
icapped students, to facilitate constructive, equal-status re-
lationships. 
Dealing with Conflict 
According to Crain, Mahard, and Narot (1982), in de-
segregated settings "no open conflict is a bad sign" (p. 67). 
They, as well as Hilliard (1978) and Colemand (1978), 
advocate an open, communicative atmosphere where con-
flicts are brought into the open, discussed, and resolutions 
planned. 
Liss and Robinson ( 1978) have described a number of 
specific methods for dealing with intergroup conflicts: (1) 
Sponsor student retreats with representatives from a variety 
of student groups; (2) conduct leadership training in racial/ 
ethnic awareness, understanding, and problem solving; (3) 
select committees of students to work toward problem resol-
ution; (4) utilize faculty to seek solutions to racial strife; 
(5) have a separate disciplinary policy for dealing with racial 
incidents (they used a review board to hear cases involving 
alleged racial conflicts); (6) initiate a faculty/student human 
relations committee; (7) encourage "trouble-makers" to get 
involved with constructive solutions to the school's prob-
lems; and (8) provide more social and recreational activities 
in the school. Removing police from the school facilities 
was found to have a positive impact in the Liss and Robinson 
and the Crain, Mahard, and Narot situations. 
Parent/Community Involvement in Schools 
Walker and Perez ( 1980) emphasize the importance of 
local community schools in enhancing parental attitudes to-
ward schools. They suggest that the school be a catalytic 
agent by providing leadership to mobilize community re-
sources to solve identified community problems. Although 
Walker and Perez prefer small schools because they reduce 
anonymity and invite alliances between urban schools and 
the community, other sources have suggested creating long-
term subgroups of students or within-school clusters, to 
involve students and give them a sense of belonging and 
being known in school (Crain, Mahard, & Narot, 1982). 
The consensus is that attempts should be made to actively 
involve parents in schools. Walberg (1984) distinguishes 
various roles for family partnerships in schooling: audience 
for child's work, home tutor, co-learner, supporter of school 
programs, advocate before school board and other officials, 
committee members, and paid school workers. 
Conscious Involvement of Diverse Children 
Steps should be taken to involve mainstreamed handicap-
ped students in the daily routine; otherwise they are unlikely 
to become accepted members of the regular class (Gottlieb 
& Leyser, 1981). Gresham (1982), too, claims that benefits 
do not occur with mainstreaming unless active programmatic 
interventions are implemented. 
Social Skills Training 
Maheady, Maitland, and Sainato (1984) report that mildly 
mentally handicapped children engage in behavior as-
sociated with social perception deficits more often than their 
nondisabled peers do. Gresham (1982), too, argues that 
mainstreaming efforts do not increase social interaction with 
most handicapped students because they lack the social skills 
needed to interact with their peers. Elias and Maher (1983) 
report that their television-based instructional format for 
teaching social-cognition, problem-solving skills is valuable 
in teaching social skills. 
Peer tutoring has been advocated as an effective technique 
for improving social adjustment. The technique used by 
Custer and Osguthorpe (1983) was unique: having handicap-
ped students tutor their nonhandicapped peers in sign lan-
guage for 8 weeks-which gave the handicapped students 
a superior social advantage. They found that social interac-
tion between handicapped and nonhandicapped individuals 
during free time rose from 5% to 46%, and nonhandicapped 
students reported that the handicapped were "fun to be with." 
Powell and Lindeman ( 1983) utilized "free play" periods to 
teach social interaction skills. They suggest that teachers 
prompt, model, and physically assist handicapped children 
to share, assist peers, and initiate and maintain an activity. 
Dodge ( 1983) and Odom and McConnell ( 1985) report suc-
cess in studies of different strategies for promoting social 
competence in children with social problems to increase and 
improve social relations. 
Grouping Strategies 
Allport (1954) suggests that common goals be held for 
all students and that a cooperative atmosphere is conducive 
to positive peer interaction. A multitude of studies about 
cooperative grouping arrangements have been conducted of 
late. Although there are a variety of models for cooperative 
grouping, they all seem to involve some form of heterogene-
ous pupil grouping (variety of ability or achievement levels, 
handicapped and nonhandicapped, members of different 
races and ethnic groups, males and females) that works 
together toward a common goal. 
Cooperative grouping can be as simple as peer tutoring 
or as complex as a group investigation with individualized 
assignments. For example, Aronson, Blaney, Stephen, 
Sikes, & Snapp (1978) developed a "Jigsaw Classroom," 
involving five- to six-member groups in which each member 
is assigned a portion of the total assignment, masters that 
material, and then teaches the group. Thus, students depend 
on each other for the total picture. After 6 weeks of use, 
those authors claimed students: ( 1) had a stronger liking of 
peers, (2) believed they could learn from classmates, (3) 
liked school better, (4) had more positive self-concepts, (5) 
improved academically, and (6) showed improved racial 
behavior. 
In comparison with competitive or individualistic arrange-
ments, a number of reviews have concluded that cooperative 
learning techniques can achieve both cognitive and affective 
goals (Johnson, Maruyama, Johnson, Nelson, & Skon, 
1981; Sharan, 1980; Slavin, 1980). Team learning can have 
a positive effect on motivation (Slavin & Karweit, 1984) 
and self-concept of ability (Ames, 1981 ). It also promotes 
cross-handicap interaction during instruction and during 
post-instruction free time (Johnson & Johnson, 1981), has 
a positive impact on race relations (DeVries & Slavin, 1976; 
Slavin & Madden, 1979), promotes cross-sex and cross-
ethnic relationships (Warring, Johnson, Maruyama, & 
Johnson, 1985), and creates favorable attitudes toward 
school and academic success. 
9 
Cooperative grouping arrangements can create a sense of 
mutual concern and group membership (DeVries & Slavin, 
1976; Slavin, 1980), improve student perceptions of degree 
of cooperation in their learning environment (Talmadge & 
Pascarella, 1984), increase the accuracy of daily work and 
post-instructional retention (Yager, Johnson, & Johnson, 
1985), and improve reading achievement (Talmadge & Pas-
carella, 1984). Combined with individualized instruction 
(i.e., in the Team Assisted Instruction program), cooperative 
grouping can increase mathematics achievement (Slavin & 
Karweit, 1984). Slavin (1984) emphasizes that student 
achievement in the use of cooperative methods results from 
the use of cooperative incentives, not cooperative tasks. 
Teacher Characteristics 
Rosenholtz (1985) emphasizes the importance of recruit-
ing outstanding teachers, monitoring their actions, and sup-
plying technical assistance, to improve student achievement 
in inner-city schools. Others contend that teachers of diverse 
groups of children must value different types of people 
(Love, 1977), have positive expectations for all children 
(Dotts, 1975), and encourage all children to excel (Love, 
1977). 
These teachers must be dedicated to the principles of 
integrated education (Brazziel, 1978) and be advocates for 
low-income and minority children (Fuchs, 1973). They need 
to eradicate residual prejudice from their language (Hilliard, 
1978). Gallagher ( 1985) and Baum and Frazita ( 1979), 
among others, have documented positive changes in teacher 
attitude toward mainstreaming following training. 
Leadership 
An Educational Testing Service (1976) study of 118 
elementary and 93 high schools concluded that good race 
relations among students resulted at schools where both 
black and white teachers gave principals high ratings as 
"supportive." In aggregating the results of approximately 
1,200 studies of urban schools, Clark, Lotto, and McCarthy 
( 1980) rank leadership-particularly that of school princi-
pals-and teacher attitudes toward education and the ex-
pected success of educational programs at the top of their 
list. Walter ( 1981) calls for vigorous leadership at all levels, 
and administrators who are well-versed in program content 
and who give feedback effectively. Further, he contends 
that administrators must be willing to take risks, or make 
changes in the face of substantial opposition, and articulate 
and implement policies that have new programs, role 
changes, and different organization. Walter believes that 
effective implementation requires time, personal interaction 
and contacts, inservice training, and people-based support. 
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CONCLUSION 
Serow and Solomon ( 1979) found a majority of parents 
to be in favor of racial desegregation. In interviews with 
low-income parents, Brantlinger (1985b) found that the 
majority preferred social-class integrated schools for their 
children. A multitude of writers (e.g., Gardner, 1982; 
Moran, 1984; Oden, 1976; Strang, Smith, & Rogers, 1978) 
emphasize the potential benefits of mainstreaming for mildly 
handicapped children. But simply desegregating diverse 
populations without adopting effective methods of teaching 
them can have a negative impact on the minority student. 
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